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following the public comment period.

FACT SHEET STATEMENT OF BASIS
CANYON FUEL COMPANY, SOLDIER CANYON MINE

UTAH POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (UPDES)
PERMIT NUMBER: UT0023680

MINOR INDUSTRIAL RENEWAL

FACILITY CONTACTS

Facility Contact:
Position:
Phone:

Facility Name:
Mailing Address:

Bill King
Mining Engineer
(43s) 636-28e8

Canyon Fuel Company, Soldier Canyon Mine
Soldier/Dugout Canyon Mines
P.O. Box 1029
Wellington, Utah 84542

Responsible Official: David G. Spillman
Position: Technical Services Manager
Phone: (435)636-2872

DESCRIPTION OF FACILITY

Physical Location: The Soldier Canyon Mine facility is located in Carbon County, Utah,
Section 18, Township 13 South, Range 12 East, 13 miles northeast of the
City of Wellington.

Coordinates:
Standard Industrial
Classification (SIC):

Approximately, Latitude: 39o 42' 02", Longitude: ll0o 36' 39"

1222 - Bituminous Coal Underground Mining (AIAICS 212112)

The Canyon Fuel Company, LLC Soldier Canyon Mine (SCM) facility consists of an underground
coal mine operation, which at the present time is inactive. Canyon Fuel Company considers the
SCM facility as temporally idled and sealed. No in-mine treatment units (sumps w/pump stations)
are currently active. The surface facilities are used on a limited basis in support of the Dugout
Canyon Mine. The only potential for discharge is from Outfall 002 atthe surface sedimentation
pond, which could discharge if there was enough runoff. During the previous permit cycle there
was a discharge resulting from large storm events from Outfall 002 on September 10, II, 17, and
25,2073. Otherwise there was no discharge from any Outfall over the last permit period. It is not
known when the mine will be re-activated, but SCM officials desire continuation of the UPDES
permit, so that if the mine is re-activated in the next f,rve years it can discharge without delay.
Also, any discharge at Outfall 002 from excessive precipitation would be covered whether the
mine was active or not.



Outfall
001

DESCRIPTION OF DISCHARGE

Description
Discharge of mine water at Latitude 39o 42'02" N Longitude 110o 36' 39" W

002

003

Discharge from a surface sedimentation pond at Latitude 394 4l'52" N Longitude
1 100 36'46" W

Discharge of mine water at Latitude 39o 42'09" N Longitude l10o 36' 38" W

RECEIVING WATERS AND STREAM CLASSIFICATION

The discharges flow into Soldier Creek, a tributary of the Price River which is in the Colorado
River drainage. The receiving waters are designated according to Utah Administrative Code
(UAC) R3l7-2-13 as indicated below:

Class 2B -protected for secondary contact recreation such as boating, wading, or similar uses.

Class 3C -protected for nongame fish and other aquatic life, including the necessary aquatic
organisms in their food chain.

Class 4 -protected for agricultural uses including inigation of crops and stock watering.

BASIS FOR EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS

In accordance with regulations promulgatedin 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 122.44
and in UAC R3I7-8-4.2, effluent limitations are derived from technology-based effluent
limitations guidelines, Utah Secondary Treatment Standards (UAC R3I7-1-3.2) or Utah V/ater

Quality Standards (UAC R317-2). A waste load analysis was completed for the discharge to
Soldier Creek. However the background flow in Soldier Creek is zero and thus the effluent limits
will be set equal to the water quality standards. In cases where multiple limits have been
developed, those that are more stringent apply. In cases where no underlying standards have been
developed, Best Professional Judgment (BPJ) may be used where applicable to set effluent limits.

1) SCM's discharge meets the EPA definition of "alkaline mine drainage." As such, it is
subject to the technology based effluent limitations in 40 CFR Part 434.45. Technology
based limits used in the permit are listed below.

a. Total suspended solids (TSS) daily maximum limit.

b. For discharges composed of surface water or mine water commingled with surface
water (Outfall 002 only), 40 CFR Part 434.63 allows alternate effluent limits to be
applied when discharges result from specific runoff events, detailed in the Effluent
Limitations for Precipitation Events Section and in the permit. SCM has the



burden of proof that the described runoff event occurred and to provide
documentation requiredby Part 1.C.5. of the permit.

2) TSS 30-day andT-day averages are based on Utah Secondary Treatment Standards.

3) Daily minimum and daily maximum limitations on pH are derived from Utah Secondary
Treatment Standards and Water Quality Standards.

4) Total dissolved solids (TDS) are limited according to Water Quality Standards and policies
established by the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum. TDS are limited by both
mass loading and concentration requirements as described below:

4.. Since discharges from SCM may eventually reach the Colorado River (if the mine
became active), TDS mass loading is limited according to policies established by
the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum (Forum), as authorized in tlAC
R3I7-2-4 to further control salinity in the Utah portion of the Colorado River
Basin. On February 28,1977 the Forum produced the "Policy For Implementation
of Colorado River Salìnity Standørds Through the NPDES Permit Program"
(Policy), with the most current subsequent triennial revision dated October 2014.
Based on Forum Policy, provisions can be made for salinity-offset projects to
account for any TDS loading in excess of the permit requirement.

On October 20, 1982 the Forum produced the "Policy for Implementation of
Colorado River Salinity Standards through the NPDES Permit Program for
Intercepted Ground V[/ater". The permit issued to the SCM facility in 1991
increased the TDS loading limit from l-ton/day to 5-tons/day, as a sum from all
outfalls. This increase in TDS loading was based on mining activities resulting in
increased mine water flows that were determined to be from intercepted ground
water based on the Forum intercepted ground water policy. This permit will retain
the S-tonslday eflluent TDS loading limit. However, if the mine is reactivated and
the portals unplugged a new intercepted groundwater study must be completed
within the first year of the mine being reactivated and the portals opened. This new
study will determine if the five tons of TDS per day is appropriate or the quantity
needs to be changed.

b. The permit limit for TDS concentration is based on a total maximum daily load
(TMDL) (Price River, San Rafael River and Muddy Creek TMDLs þr Dissolved
Solids - lí/est Colorado Watershed Management Unit, Utah April 2004) which
established a TDS standard of 3000 mglL for the Price River and associated
tributaries in the area where Soldier Creek enters the Price River. Since SCM has
been idle and sealed for the last two permit cycles no samples of the water in the
mine could be taken and the quality of the water is unknown. Dugout Canyon
Mine, owned by the same Company and in the next canyon to the east of Soldier
Canyon, has, under normal operating conditions, averaged 1195 mglL TDS from
all of their discharge points (inclusive of mine water and sedimentation ponds).



Dugout has a TDS limit of 2400 mglL as a daily maximum. Since the quality of
the water in SCM is unknown, based on BPJ a TDS limit of 2400 mglL as a daily
maximum concentration will be included in the renewal permit. This is the same as
the previous permit cycle.

5) Limitation on total iron is based upon the State Water Quality Standards. Total iron will
be limited to 1.00 mglL total iron. This limit will apply to all discharge points.

6) Oil and Grease are limited to l0 mg/L by BPJ, as this is consistent with other industrial
facilities statewide.

7) The effluent flow limitation is based off the maximum historic discharge rate during March
1991 from Discharge 001 at 200 gpm and Discharge 003 at720 gpm for a combined flow
of 1.3 mgd. This is an increase from the previous permit cycle which had set the limit at
0.5 mgd without document justihcation.

EF'F'LUENT LIMITATIONS R PRECIPITATION EVENTS

In conformance with 40 CFR 434.63, the Division has incorporated the alternative eff'luent limits
for discharge of mine drainage caused by precipitation events larger than regulatory design
standards. The permittee has the burden of proof when requesting application of these alternative
limitations. Relief shall be granted only when necessary and shall not be granted when the
permittee has control over the discharge. The permifiee should endeavor to meet the primary
limitations whenever possible. Relief is not available for mine drainage from underground
workings of underground mines that are not commingled with discharges eligible for alternate
limitations (i.e., surface runoff). This is the case for Outfalls 001 and 003. Thus, the alternate
limitations may only be applied to Outfall002.

For rainfall, to apply the alternative limitations in Part 1.C.3., it is necessary to prove that the
discharge occurred during the precipitation event, or within 48 hours after measurable
precipitation has stopped. In addition, to apply the alternative limitations in Pqrt I.C.4.,itis
necessary to prove that the discharge occurred during the precipitation event, or within 48 hours
after precipitation greater than the 1O-year, 24-hour event has stopped

For snowmelt, to apply the alternative limitations in Part LC.3., it is necessary to prove that the
discharge occurred during pond inflow from the snow melt event, or within 48 hours after pond
inflow has stopped. In addition, to apply the alternative limitations in Part 1.C.4., it is ncccssary to
prove that the discharge occurred during pond inflow from the snow melt event, or within 48
hours after pond inflow volume greater than the 1O-year, 24-hour event has stopped.

Documentation that the treatment facilities were properly operated and maintained prior to and
during the storm event must be submitted with any request for relief from primary limitations. The
Division shall determine the adequacy of proof. As part of this determination, the Division shall
evaluate whether the permittee could have controlled the discharge in such a manner that primary
limitations could have been met, whether proper sediment storage levels were maintained and the



ponds had sufficient water and sediment capacity for the storm event plus other relevant factors.
All manual pond dewatering must meet all limitations of Part I.C.l.

\ilASTE I,OAI) ANALYSIS. ANTIDEGRADATION REVIR,\il AND REASONABLE
POTENTIA ANALYSIS

Effluent limitations may be derived using a Waste Load Analysis (WLA). The WLA incorporates
Secondary Treatment Standards, V/ater Quality Standards, Anti-degradation Reviews (ADR) (as
appropriate), and designated uses into a water quality model that projects the effects of discharge
concentrations on receiving water quality. Effluent limitations are those that the model
demonstrates are sufficient to meet State water quality standards in the receiving waters.

During this UPDES renewal permit development, a WLA and ADR were performed. An ADR
Level I review was performed and concluded that an ADR Level II review was not required. The
WLA indicates that the effluent limitations should be suff,rciently protective of water quality, in
order to meet State water quality standards in the receiving waters. The discharge was evaluated
and determined not to cause a violation of State Water Quality Standards in downstream receiving
waters.

Since January 1,2016, DWQ has conducted reasonable potential analysis (RP) on all new and
renewal applications received after that date. RP for this permit renewal would be conducted
following DV/Q's September 10,2015 Reasonable Potential Analysis Guidance (RP Guidance).
There are four outcomes defined in the RP Guidance: Outcome A, B, C, or D. These Outcomes
provide a frame work for what routine monitoring or effluent limitations are required.

At this time no metals samples are available for quantitative RP analysis because the mine did not
discharge during the previous permit term. Therefore, this permit requires that the permittee obtain
at least two metals monitoring results following seal removal and submit them to the Division
prior to conducting significant dewatering activities. Quantitative RP analysis will be conducted
on this monitoring data.



EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS. SELF.MONITORING" AND REPORTING
REQUIREMENTS

The effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Outfalls 001, 002 and 003 shall be

completed as outlined below. Sampling frequency will be decreased from twice a month to
monthly for flow, TSS, total iron, TDS and pH. Sampling frequency will be reassessed as part of
the RP analysis process if the mine becomes active and the seals are removed. Monthly sampling
is based on the mine being a minor industrial permit with a flow limitation of 1.3 mgd. Reports
shall be made viaNetDMR or on Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) forms and are due 28 days
after the end of the monitoring period (month, quarter, year, etc.)"

Parameter

Effluent Limitations

Average
Monthly

Average
Weekly

Minimum
Daily

Maximum
Daily

Flow, MGD 1.3 Report
pH, standard units 6.5 9.0

Total Suspended Solids (TSS), melL 25 35 70

Total Iron, mglL 1.00

Oil & Grease, mglL,al 10

Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) melLb/ Report 2400
Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) tons/day

bt
5

Sanitary Waste None

Self-Monitoring and Reporting Requirements

Parameter Frequency Sample Type Units

Flow Monthly Measured MGD
Total Suspended Solids (TSS), Monthly Grab mglL

Total Iron Monthly Grab mg,lL

Oil & Grease, mglL, al Monthly Visual/Grab mslL
Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) bi Monthly Grab mglL

pH, standard units Monthly Grab SU
Sanitary Waste Monthly Visual

There shall be no sheen, floating solids, or visible foam in other than trace amounts. If a
sheen is observed, a sample of the effluent shall be collected immediately thereafter and oil
and grease shall not exceed 10 mg/L in concentration.

The TDS concentration from each of the outfalls shall not exceed 2400 mglL as a daily
maximum limit. No tons per day loading limit will be applied if the concentration of TDS
in the discharge is equal to or less than 500 m{L as athirty-day average. However, if the
30-day average concentration exceeds 500 mg/L, then the permittee cannot discharge more

al

bt



than 5 ton per day as a sum from all discharge points. If the permittee cannot meet the 500
mg/L 30-day average or the 5 ton per day loading limit, the permittee is required to
participate in and/or fund a salinity ofßet project to include the TDS offset credits as
appropriate (See permit provisions for further details).

SPECIAL NS IF THE SEALS ARE REMOVEI) MINE BECOMES
ACTIVE

Current conditions at the mine are in a state of temporary cessation; as such this permit is being
reviewed without the availability of assessing typical water quality discharge effluent quality. If
the mine becomes active and the seals are removed during this permit cycle, the permittee will be
required to conduct analyses to establish what the typical effluent quality will be.

As soon as feasible following seal removal and prior to conducting significant dewatering
activities the permittee shall collect at least 2 samples for the metals listed below. Samples may be
collected from flooded areas of the mine or mine water discharge (Outfall 001 or 003). Results of
this sampling shall be provided to the Division of Water Quality ninety (90) calendar days prior
to planned dewatering activities. These samples will be collected to evaluate metals present in the
discharge. RP will be conducted on the results to determine the potential to exceed the water
quality allocations based on the wasteload analysis. If reasonable potential is found for any of
these metals the permit effluent limitations table will be modified.

Metals Monitoring
Parameter Sample Type Frequency Units
Total Arsenic

Grab

Minimum of two
samples prior to

dewatering
activities, weekly

for 10 weeks
during dewatering,
and monthly there

after

mglL

Total Cadmium
Total Chromium
Total Copper
Total Lead
Total Mercury
Total Molybdenum
Total Nickel
Total Selenium
Total Silver
Total Zinc
Total Cyanide

Starting after the first week of discharge following seal removal, those metals identified in the RP
process shall be monitored weekly for 10 weeks beginning after the first week of discharge. After
which, these pollutants shall be analyzed monthly. The permittee is required to obtain the lowest
detection limit possible using standard methods and certified laboratories. Depending on the
results of the initial expedited analysis, the Division may reassess permit limits and monitoring
frequencies for these metals.

If the seals are removed and the mine is reactivated, the permittee shall complete one chronic



Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) test on the initial discharge from Outfall 001 or 003 (mine water).
The results shall be reported with the Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) or netDMR submittal
for the month in which the test was completed. The complete WET laboratory report shall be
submitted with the DMR.

An intercepted groundwater study must be completed within one year of activation of the mine
and the seals being removed. This study will determine if the five tons of TDS per day is
appropriate or if the quantity needs to be changed. If the five ton per day quantity needs to be

changed, this permit will be reopened and modified following proper administfative procedures.

STORM \ryATER REOUIREMENTS

The storm water requirements are based on the UPDES Multi-Sector General Permit (MSGP) for
Storm Water Discharges for Industrial Activity, General Permit No. UTR000000. All sections of
the MSGP that pertain to discharges from wastewater treatment plants have been included and
sections which are redundant or do not pertain have been deleted.

The permit requires the preparation and implementation of a storm water pollution prevention plan
for all areas within the confines of the plant. Required elements of this plan are:

1) Developmenl of a pollution prevention team,
2) Development of drainage maps and material stockpiles,
3) An inventory of exposed material,
4) Spill reporting and response procedures,
5) A preventative maintenance program,
6) Employee training,
7) Certification that storm water discharges are not mixed with non-storm water discharges,
8) Compliance site evaluations and potential pollutant source identifrcation, and
9) Visual examinations of storm water discharges.

This plan is required to be maintained on-site to reflect current site conditions and made available
for review upon request and/or inspections.

PRETREATMENT REQUIREMENTS

This facility does not discharge process wastewater to a sanitary sewer system. Any process
wastewater that the facility may discharge to the sanitary sewer, either as a direct discharge or as a

hauled waste, is subject to federal, stale, and local pretreatment regulations. Pursuant to section
307 of the Clean V/ater Act, the permittee shall comply with all applicable federal general
pretreatment regulations promulgated, found in 40 CFR 403, the state's pretreatment requirements
found in UAC R3l7-8-8, and any specihc local discharge limitations developed by the Publicly
Owned Treatment Works (POTW) accepting the waste.

BIOMONITORING REOUIREMENTS



As part of a nationwide effort to control toxic discharges, biomonitoring requirements are being
included in permits for facilities where effluent toxicity is an existing or potential concern. In
Utah, this is done in accordance with the State of utah Permitting and Enforcement Guídance
Documentfor Whole Efiluent Toxicity Control (Biomonitoring (2/1991)). Authority to require
effluent biomonitoring is provided in UAC R3I7-8, Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
arñ UAC R3l7-2, Water Quality Standards.

SCM is a minor industrial facility, which historically discharges only intercepted groundwater that
has neither been considered to be toxic, nor to be a potential concern. As indicated previously, the
mine facility has been inactive for several years, but when active, the facility's discharge was
significantly less than one (1) MGD with no observable ill-effects on the receiving waters. Based
on these considerations, the SCM facility does not have reasonable potential to discharge toxics,
nor is it a "significant minor" according to the State of Utah Permitting and Enforcement
Guidance Documentfor l(hole Effluent Toxicity Control. As such, there will be no numerical
whole effluent toxicity (V/ET) limitations or WET monitoring requirements in this permit.
However, if the mine seals are removed and the mine becomes active again the mine will be
require to conduct one sampling event for WET to confirm that these historic conditions have not
changed. Last, the permit will contain a toxicity limitation re-opener provision. This provision
allows for modification of the permit to include WET limitations andlor WET monitoring, should
additional information indicate the presence of toxicity in the discharge.

SIGNIFICANT CHANGES FROM PREVIOUS PERMIT

The required monitoring for flow, TSS, Total Iron, TDS, and pH is reduced from twice a month to
monthly. Metals monitoring and toxicity monitoring requirements were added if the seals are
removed and the mine becomes active again. Last, the documentation requirements for application
of the 40 CFR 434.63 alternative limitations were clarified.

PERMIT DURATION

It is recommended that this permit be effective for a duration of five (5) years.

Drafted by
Discharge:
Stormwater
WET
Colorado Salinity
TMDL
WLA

Ken Hoffrnan kenhoffman@,utah. gov I 0 I -5 3 6-43 1 3

Mike George
Mike Herkimer
Matt Gam
Amy Dickey
Dave V/ham



PT]BLIC NOTICE

Began:
Ended:

Comments will be reoeived at: 195 North 1950 V/est
PO Box 144870
Salt Lake City, UT 84114-4870

The Public Noticed of the draft permit was published in the Sun-Advocate.

During the public comment period provided under R317-8-6.5, any interested person may submit
written comments on the draft permit and may request a public hearing, if no hearing has already
been scheduled. A request for a public hearing shall be in writing and shall state the nature of the
issues proposed to be raised in the hearing. All comments will be considered in making the final
decision and shall be answered as provided in R317-8-6.12.

DWQ-2016-0tts23



Utah Division of Water Quality
Statement of Basis
ADDENDUM
wasteload Anaþsis and Antidegradation Level r Review - PRELIMINARY

Date: M¿rch 23,2016

Prepared by: Dave lV
Standards Senices

Facility: n Mine

Receiving water: Soldier Creek -> Price 3C,

Canyon Fuel Conpany, LLC,
UPDES No. UT0023680

This addendum summarizes the wasteload
quality based effluenr limits (WeBEL) for
determine point sowce effluent limitations
evaluating projected effects of
wasteload analysis also takes into
Projected concentrations are
acceptability. The numeric criteria in
criteria and other conditions determined

Discharge

This facility is an

water The
-2-8).uses (JAC

standards to determine
be modified by narrative

ater Quality

was

mar
Wasteload

determine water
are performed to

uses by

water

Outfall

Ou¿lal Mine V/

The ly flow is

River

as by the permittee

002 and 003 is Soldier Creek, an intermittent stream that is

Receiving Water

The receiving water
tributary to the Price

Per UAC R3l7-2-13.1(b), the designated beneficial uses Price River and tributaries, from
confluence with Green River to Carbon Canal Diversion at Price City Golf Co*r. i, 28, 3C, and
4.

Class 28 - Protectedfor infrequent primary contact recreation. Also protectedþr
secondary contact recreatíonwhere there is a low likelihood of ingeitton o¡water or q
low degree of bodily contact with the water. Examples include, bui are noili*itrd to,
wading, hunting, and fishing.

a
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Utah Division of \ilater Quality
Wasteload Analysis
Canyon Fuel Company, LLC, Soldier Canyon Mine
UPDES No. UT0023680

a Class 3C - Protectedþr nongsmertsh and other aquatíc life, including the necessary
aquatie or¿4anisms ín their Jbod chain.

o Cla'rs 4 - Prnte.ctc.rlþr ryrículhtal uses including irrigatíon of crops ond stock$tatering.

As per R3l7-2, Table 2.14.1, footnote (4), the segment of the Price River which receives flows
from Soldier Creek (Price River and hibutaries from confluence vrith Green River to cònfluence
u4th Soldier Creek) has a site spccific standard for TDS of 3,000 nig/I.

Typically, the critical flow for the wasteload analysis is considered the lowest stream flow for
seven consecutive days with a ten year return frequency (7Q10). Because the discharge is to an
Intermittent stream, the critical low flow condition (7Q10) of the receiving water would be zero.
As a result, effluent limits revert to the wàter quality standards. Water Quality Standards are
presented in the WLA Addendum.

TMDL
According to the Utah's20t4 303(d) Water Quality Assessment, the assessment unit containing
Soldier Creek (Price River and tributaries (except Desert Seep rüash, Miller Creek, and Grassy
Trail Creek) from Woodside to Soldier Creek confluence) was not listed as impaired.

Mixing Zone
The maximum allowable mixing zone is 15 minutes of travel time for acute conditions, not to
exceed 50elo of stream width, and 2,500 feet for chronic conditions, per UAC R3l7-2-5. Water
quality standards must be met at the end of the mixing zone.

No mixing zone was considered as the annual critical flow for Outfalls 001, 002 and 003 was
determined to be 0.

Parameters of Concern
The potential parameters of concem identified for the discharge/receiving water were total
dissolved solids (TDS) and iron as determined in consultation with the UPDES Permit Writer

WET Limíts
The percent of effluent in the receiving water in a fully mixed condition, and acute and chronic
dilution in a not fully mixed condition are calculated in the WLA in order to generate WET
limits. The LCso flethal concentration, 50%) þercent effluent for acute toxicity and the IC25
(inhibition concentration,25Yo) percent effluent for chronic toxicity, as determined by the WET
test, needs to be below the WET limits, as determined by the WLA. The WET limit for LC56 is
typically 100% effluent and does not need to be determined by the WLA.

IC25 WET limits for Outfalls 001,002, and 003 should be based on 100% effluent.
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Utah Division of Water Quality
Wasteload Analysis
Canyon Fuel Company, LLC, Soldier Canyon Mine
UPDES No. UT0023680

Wasteload. Allocation Methods
Effluent limits were determined for conservative constituents using a simple mass balance
mixing analysis (UDWQ 2AlÐ. The mass balance analysis is summarized in the Wasteload
Addendum.

The water quality standard for chronic ammonia toxicity is dependent on temperature and pH,
and the water quality standard for acute ammonia toxicity is dependent on pH-. The AMMTOX
Model developed by University of Colorado and adapted by Utah DWQ and EpA Region VIII
was used to determine ammonia effluent limits (Lewis et al.20A2). The analysis is summarized
in the Wasteload Addendum.

Models and supporting documentation are available for review upon request.

Antidegradatiqn Level I Review
The objective of the Level I ADR is to ensure the protection of existing uses, defined as the
beneficial uses attained in the receiving water on or after November 28,1975. No evidence is
known that the existing uses deviate from the designated beneficial uses for the receiving water
Therefore, the benefrcial uses will be protected if the discharge remains below the WeBELs
presented in this wasteload.

A Level II Antidegradation Review (ADR) is required for this facility because the permit
requests an increase in flow and concentration of pollutants over the existing permit.

Documents:
WLA Docum ent : S o I di er C any on _I( LA D o c _3 - 2 3 - I 6. d o cx
Wasteload Analysis and Addendurn: SoldierCanyon _lyLA 3-23-16.x!sm

References:
Utah Division of Water Qualþ. 2012. {Jtah lI/asteloqd Analysis Procedures Versíon 1.0.
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WASTELOAD ANALYSIS IWLAI
Addendum: Statement of Basis
SUMMARY

Utah Division of Water Quality
Salt Lake Gity, Utah

Design Flow

Discharging Facility
UPDES No:

Current Flow:
Design Flow

Soldier Canyon Mine
uT-0023680

O.5O MGD
O.5O MGD

Receiving Water:
Stream Classification:
Stream Flows [cfs]:

Stream TDS Values:

Effluent Limits:
Flow, MGD:
BOD, mg/l:
Dissolved Oxygen, mg/l
TNH3, Chronic, mg/l:
TDS, mg/l:

Modellng Parameters:
Acute River Width:
Chronic River Width:

Soldier Greek => Price River
28'3C,4

0.0 Summer (July-Sept)
0.0 Fall(Oct-Dec)
0.0 Winter (Jan-Mar)
0.0 Spring (Apr-June)
0.0 Average

464.0 Summer (July-Sept)
464.0 Fall(Oct-Dec)
464.0 Winter (Jan-Mar)
464.0 Spring (Apr-June)

20th Percentile
20th Percentile
20th Percentile
20th Percentile

Average
Average
Average
Average

WQ Standard:
Design Flow

5.0 lndicator
5.0 30 Day Average

Varies Function of pH and Temperature
3000.0 Site Specific

0.50
25.0

5.5
2.6

3000.0

MGD
Summer
Summer
Summer
Summer

50.0%
100.0% Plume ModelUsed

Level I Antidegradation Level Gompleted: Level ll Review is not required.

Permit Writer:

WLA by:

WQM Sec. Approval:

TMDL Sec. Approval:

Date: 312212016
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Utah Division of Water Quality
Salt Lake Gity, Utah

l. Introduction

Wasteload analyses are performed to determine point source effluent limitations necessary to maíntain designated
beneficial uses by evaluating projected effects of discharge concentrations on in-stream water quality. The
wasteload analysis also takes into account downstream designated uses [R317-2-8, UAC]. projecteJconcen-
trations are compared to numeric water quality standards to determine acceptability. The anti-degradation
policy and procedures are also consídered. The primary in-stream parameters of concern may include metals
(as a function of hardness), total dissolved solids (TDS), total residual chlorine (TRC), un-ioniied ammonia (as a
function of pH and temperature, measured and evaluated interms of total ammonia), and dissolved oxygen.

Mathematicalwater quality modeling is employed to determine stream qualig response to point source discharges.
Models aid in the effort of anticipating stream quality at future effluent flows at critical environmental conditions
(e.9., low stream flow, high temperature, high pH, etc).

The numeric criteria in this wasteload analysís may always be modified by narrative criteria and other conditions
determined by staff of the Division of Water euality.

ll. Receiving Water and Stream Glassification

WASTELOAD ANALYSTS IWLAI
Addendum: Statement of Basis

Facilities: Soldier Ganyon Mine
Discharging to: Soldíer Creek => Price River

Soldier Creek => Price River:
Antidegradation Review:

lll. Numeric Stream Standards for Protection of Aquatic Wildlife

TotalAmmonia (TNH3)

Chronic Total Residual Chlorine (TRC)

Chronic Dissolved Oxygen (DO)

22-lûa¡-16

4:00 Pft¡l

UPDES No: UT-0023680

28'3C,4
Level I review completed. Level ll review not reguired

Varies as a function of Temperature and
pH Rebound. See Water Quality Standards

0.011 mg/l (4 Day Average)
0.019 mg/l (1 HourAverage)

5.00 mg/l (30 Day Average)
N/A mg/l (7Day Average)

3.00 mg/l(1 DayAverage

Maximum Total Dissolved Solids

Page 2
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Utah Division of Water Quality
Salt Lake G¡ty, Utah

Acute and Ghronic Heavy Metals (Dissolved)

Parameter
4Day Average (Ghronic) standard I Hour Average (Acute) standard

Concentration Load* Goncentratlon Load*

Organics [Pesticidesl

Parameter

750.00
340.00

6.52
4433.71

16.00
39.41

1000.00
330.60

2.40
1188.44

20.00
25.04

303.93

Concentration
1.500
1.200
0.550
1.250
0.110
0.090
0.010
0.260
1.000
0.030
0.010
0.040
2.000

20.000
0.7300

3.133 lbs/day
1.420 lbs/day
0.027 lbs/day

'18.521 lbs/day
0.067 lbs/day
0.165 lbs/day
4.177 lbslday
1.381 lbs/day
0.010 lbs/day
4.964 lbs/day
0.084 lbs/day
0.105 lbs/day
1.270 lbslday

Load*
0.006 lbs/day
0.005 lbs/day
0.002 lbs/day
0.005 lbs/day
0.000 lbs/day
0.000 lbs/day
0.000 lbs/day
0.001 lbs/day
0.004 lbs/day
0.000 lbs/day
0.000 lbs/day
0.000 lbs/day
0.008 lbs/day
0.084 lbs/day
0.003 lbs/day

Aluminum 87.00 ug/|""
Arsenic 190.00 ug/l

Cadmium 0.61 ug/l
Chromium lll 211.92 ugll
ChromiumVl 11.00 ug/l

Copper 23.85 ug/l
lron

Lead 12.88 ug/l
Mercury 0.0120 ug/l
Nickel 132.13 ug/l

Selenium 4.60 ug/l
Silver N/A ug/l
Zinc 303.93 ug/l

* Allowed below discharge

0.363
0.794
0.003
0.885
0.046
0.100

0.054
0.000
0.552
0.019

N/A
1.270

lbs/dav
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day

lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbslday
lbs/day
lbs/day

ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l

ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ugll
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l

*"Chronic Aluminum standard applies only to waters with a pH < 7.0 and a Hardness < 50 mg/l as CaCO3

Metals Standards Based upon a Hardness of 300 mg/l as CaCO3

4 Day Average (Ghronic) Standard
Goncentration Load*

I Hour Average (Acute) Standard

Aldrin
Chlordane
DDT, DDE

Dieldrin
Endosulfan

Endrin
Guthion

Heptachlor
Lindane

Methoxychlor
Mirex

Parathion
PCB's

Pentachlorophenol
Toxephene

0.004 ug/l
0.001 ug/l
0.002 ug/l
0.056 ug/l
0.002 ug/l

0.004 ug/l
0.080 ug/l

0.014 ug/l
13.00 ug/l

0.0002 ug/l

0.018 lbs/day
0.004 lbs/day
0.008 lbs/day
0.233 lbs/day
0.010 lbs/day

0.016 lbs/day
0.334 lbs/day

0.058 lbs/day
54.200|bs/day
0.001 lbs/day
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V. Numeric Stream Standards for Protection of Human Health (Class lC Waters)
4 Day Average (chronic) standard I Hour Average (Acute) standardMetals Goncentration Load" Concentration Load*

Arsenic
Barium

Cadmium
Chromium

Lead
Mercury

Selenium
Silver

Fluoride (3)
to

Nitrates as N

Chlorophenoxy Herbicides
2,4-D

2,4,5-TP
Endrin

ocyclohexane (Lindane)
Methoxychlor

Toxaphene

Vl. Numeric Stream Standards the Protection of Human Health from Water & Fish Consumption [Toxicst

lV. Numeric Stream Standards for Protectíon of Agriculture
4 Day Average (Ghronic) Standard

Goncentration Load*
Arsenic

Boron
Cadmium

Chromium
Copper

Lead
Selenium

TDS, Summer

Toxic Organícs
Acenaphthene
Acroleín
Acrylonitrile
Benzene
Benzidine
Carbon tetrachloride
Chlorobenzene
1,2,4-Trich lorobenzene
Hexachlorobenzene
1,2-Dichloroethane

Utah Division of Water Quality
Salt Lake City, Utah

lbs/day
lbs/day

I Hour Average (Acute) Standard
Goncentration Load*

100.0 ug/l tbs/day
750.0 ug/l tbstday

10.0 ug/l 0.02 tbs/day
100.0 ug/l tbs/day
200.0 ug/l tbs/day
100.0 ug/l tbs/day
50.0 ugll lbs/day

3000.0 mg/l 6.27 tons/day

ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l

ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l

lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbslday
lbs/day
lbs/day

lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day

Maximum Conc., ugll - Acute Standards
Glass lC Class 3A,38

[2 Liters/Day for 70 Kg Person over 70 Yr.] [6.5 g for 70 Kg person over 70 yr.]
ug/l tbs/day 2700.0 ugil 11.26 tbs/day
ug/l lbs/day 780.0 ug/t 3,25 tbs/day
ug/l lbs/day 0.7 ugil 0.00 tbstday
ug/l tbs/day 71.0 ug/t 0.30 tbs/day
ug/l lbs/day 0.0 ug/t 0.00 tbs/day
ug/l tbs/day 4.4 ugil 0.02 tbs/day
ug/l tbs/day 21000.0 ug/t 87.SS tbs/day

0.00 lbs/day
0.41 lbsiday

ug/l
ug/l
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1, l, 1 -Trichloroethane
Hexachloroethane
1,1-Dichloroethane
1, 1,2-Trichloroethane
1, 1,2,2-T etrach loroethar
Chloroethane
Bis(2-chloroethyl) ether
2-Chloroethyl vinyl ether
2-Chloronaphthalene
2,4,6-Trich lorophenol
p-Chloro-m-cresol
Chloroform (HM)
2-Chlorophenol
1,2-Dichlorobenzene
1,3-Dichlorobenzene
1,4-Dichlorobenzene
3, 3'-D ichlorobenzidine
1 ,1-Dichloroethylene
1,2-trans-Dichloroethyle
2,4-Dichlorophenol
1,2-Dichloropropane
1, 3-Dich loropropylene
2,4-Dimethylphenol
2,4-Dinitrotoluene
2,6-Dinitrotoluene
1,2-Diphenylhydrazine
Ethylbenzene
Fluoranthene
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl) e'
Bis(2-chloroethory) met
Methylene chloride (HM
Methylchloride (HM)
Methylbromide (HM)
Bromoform (HM)
Dich lorobromomethaner
Chlorodibromomethane
Hexach lorobutadiene(c)
Hexach lorocyclopentadi
lsophorone
Naphthalene
Nitrobenzene
2-Nitrophenol
4-Nitrophenol
2,4-Dinitrophenol
4,6-Dinitro-o-cresol
N-N itrosodimethyla m ine
N-N itrosodiphenylam ine
N-N itrosodi-n-propylami
Pentachlorophenol

Utah Division of Water Quality
Salt Lake City, Utah

lbs/day

lbs/day
lbs/day

lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day

lbslday
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day

lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day

lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day

ug/l

ug/l
ug/l

ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l

ugii
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ugll
ug/l
ugll
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ugll
ug/l
ug/l

ugll
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ugil
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l

ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ugll
ug/l

1900.0
0.0
0.0

14000.0
765.0

8.1

8.9 ugil

4300,0 ug/l
6.5 ug/l
0.0 ug/l

470.0 ugll
400.0 ug/l

17000.0 ug/l
2600.0 ug/l
2600.0 ug/l

0.1 ug/l

0.04 lbs/day

42.0
11.0
0.0
1.4
0.0

ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l

0.18 lbs/day
0.05 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
0.01 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day

17.93 lbs/day
0.03 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
1.96 lbs/day
1.67 lbs/day

70.88 lbs/day
10.84 lbs/day
10.84 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
0.01 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
3.29 lbs/day
0.16 lbs/day
7.09 lbs/day
9.59 lbs/day
0.04 lbsiday
0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day

120.91 lbs/day
1.54 lbsiday

708.77 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
6.67 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
1.50 lbs/day
0.09 lbs/day
0.14 lbslday
0.21 lbs/day

70.88 lbs/day
2.50 lbsiday

7.92 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day

58.37 lbs/day
3.19 lbslday
0.03 lbs/day
0.07 lbs/day
0.01 lbs/day
0.03 lbs/day

029000
370.0

70000.
0.

790,0
39.0

1700.0
2300.0

9.1

0.0
0.5

1600.0
0.0
0.0

360.0
22.0
34.0
50.0

7000.0
600.0

1 0
0

ugll
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l

ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l

ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l

3.2
0.0

1

16.0
1.4
8.2
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Phenol
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phtha la
Butyl benzylphthalate
Di-n-butyl phthalate
Di-n-octyl phthlate
Diethyl phthalate
Dimethyl phthlate
Benzo(a)anthracene (Pt
Benzo(a)pyrene (PAH)
Benzo(b)fluoranthene (t
Benzo(k)fluoranthene (F

Chrysene (PAH)
Acenaphthylene (PAH)
Anthracene (PAH)
Dibenzo(a, h)anthracene
lndeno( 1, 2,3-cd)pyrene
Pyrene (PAH)
Tetrachloroethylene
Toluene
Trichloroethylene
Vinylchloride

Pesticides
Aldrin
Dieldrin
Chlordane
4,4'.DDT
4,4'.DDE
4,4'-DDD
alpha-Endosulfan
beta-Endosulfan
Endosulfan sulfate
Endrin
Endrin aldehyde
Heptachlor
Heptachlor epoxide

PCB's
PCB 1242 (Arochlor 122

PCB-1254 (Arochlor 12{
PCB-1221(Arochlor 12í
PCB-1232 (Arochlor|2í
PCB-1248 (Arochlor 12,
PCB-1260 (Arochlor 12(
PCB-1016 (Arochlor 10'

Pesticide
Toxaphene

Dioxin
Dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD)

Utah Division of Water Quality
Salt Lake City, Utah

lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day

lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day

ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l

ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l

ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ugil
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l

ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l'
ug/l
ug/l

ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
r,¡g/l

ug/l

lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day

lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbslday
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day

lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day

0.0 ug/l
0.0 ug/l
0.0 ug/l
0.0 ug/l
0.0 ug/l
0.0 ug/l
0.0 ug/l

120000.0
2.9E+06

4.6E+06 ugf
5.9 ug/l

5200.0 ug/l
12000.0 ug/l

1.92F+04 lbs/day
0.02 lbs/day

21.68 lbs/day
50.03 lbs/day

500.31 lbs/day
1.21E+04 lbslday

0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day

ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0 ug/l
0.0 ug/l
0.0 ug/l

1 1000.0 ug/l
8.9 ug/l

200000 ugll
81.0 ug/l

525.0 ug/l

0.0 ug/l
0.0 ug/l
0.0 ug/l
0.0 ug/l
0.0 ug/l
0.0 ug/l
2.0 ug/l
2.0 ugll
2.0 ugll
0.8 ug/l
0.8 ug/l
0.0 ug/l

0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day

45.86 lbs/day
0.04 lbs/day

833.84 lbs/day
0.34 lbs/day
2.19 lbslday

lbs/day
lbs/day

0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbsiday
0.01 lbs/day
0.01 lbs/day
0,01 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day

0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbs/day
0.00 lbsiday

ug/l

ug/l
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Metals
Antimony
Arsenic
Asbestos
Beryllium
Cadmiurn
Chromium (lll)
Chromium (Vl)
Copper
Cyaníde
Lead
Mercury
Nickel
Selenium
Silver
Thallium
Zinc

ug/l
ugll
ug/l

Utah Division of Water Quat¡ty
Salt Lake City, Utah

lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day

ibslday
lbs/day

lbs/day
lbs/day

4300.00 ug/l

2.28+05 ugn

0.15 ug/l
4600.00 ug/l

6.30 ug/l

17.93 lbs/day

917.23 lbs/day

0.00 lbs/day
19.18 lbs/day

0.03 lbs/day

ugii
ug/l

ug/l
ug/l

There are additional standards that apply to this receiving water, but were not
considered in this modeling/waste load allocation analysis.

Vll. Mathematical Modeting of Stream euality

Model configuration was accomplished utilizing standard modeling procedures. Data points were
plotted and coefficients adjusted as required to match observed data as closely as possible.

The modeling approach used in this analysis included one or a combínation of the following
models.

(1) The Utah River Model, Utah Division of Water Quality, 1992. Based upon STREAMDO tV
(Region Vlll) and Supplemental Ammonia Toxicity Models; EPA Region Vlll, Sept. 1990 and
QUAL2E (EPA, Athens, GA).

(2) Utah Ammonía/Chlorine Model, Utah Division of Water euality, 19g2.

(3) AMMTox Model, universig of colorado, center of Limnology, and EpA Region g

(4) Principles of Surface Water Quality Modcling and Control. Robert V. Thomann, et.al.
Harper Collins Publisher, lnc. '1987, pp.644.

coetficients used in the modelwere based, in part, upon the following references:

(1) Rates, Constants, and Kinetics Formulations in Surface Water Quality Modeling. Environmen-
tal Research Laboratory, Office of Research and Development, U.S. Environmental protection
Agency, Athens Georgia. EPA/600/3-85/040 June 1985.
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Utah Division of Water Quality
Salt Lake Gity, Utah

(2) Principles of Surface Water Quality Modeling and Control. Robert V. Thomann, et.al.
HarperCollins Publisher, lnc. 1987, pp.644.

Vlll. Modeling lnformation

The required information for the model may include the following information for both the
upstream conditions at low flow and the effluent conditíons:

Flow, Q, (cfs or MGD)
Temperature, Deg. C.
pH

BOD5, mg/l
Metals, ug/l

D.O. mg/l
Total Residual Chlorine (TRC), mg/t
TotalNH3-N, mg/l
Total Dis.solved Solíds (TDS), mg/l
Toxic Organics of Concern, ug/l

Other Conditions

ln addition to the upstream and effluent conditions, the models require a variety of physical and
biological coefficients and other technical information. ln the process of actually establishing the
permit limits for an effluent, values are used based upon the available data, model calíbration,
literature values, site vísits and best professionaljudgement.
Modellnputs

The following is upstream and discharge information that was utilized as inputs for the analysis.
Dry washes are considered to have an upstream flow equal to the flow of the discharge.

Gurrent Upstream lnformation
Stream

Critical Low
Flow

cfs
Summer (lnig. Season) 0.0

Fail 0.0
Winter 0.0
Spring 0.0

Temp.
Deg. G

20.0
12.0
5.0

12.0

As
ug/l

0.53"

8.1

8.1

8.1

8.1

Cd
ug/l

0.053.

T-NH3
mg/las N

0.01

0.01
0.01
0.01

Crlll
ug/l

0.53*

Ag
ug/l

0. 1*

BODS
mg/l
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.50

DO

mg/l
10.30

Copper
ug/l

0.53"

Boron

ug/l
10.0

TRC

mg/l
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Fe
ug/l

0.83"

TDS
mg/l

464.0
464.0
464.0
464.0

Pb
ug/l

0.53*

* 1/2 MÐL

pH

Dissolved
Metals

AllSeasons

Dissolved
Metals

AllSeasons

AI
ug/l

1.59*

CrVl
ugll

2.65*

Zn
ug/l

0.053*

Hg
ug/l

0.0000

Ni

ug/l
0.53*

Se
ug/l
.06*1
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Utah Division of Water Quality
Salt Lake Gity, Utah

Projected Discharge lnformation

Season

Summer
Fall

Winter
Spring

Summer
Fall
Winter
Spring

500.00

0.774 cfs
0.774 cis
0.774 cfs
4.774 cfs

LC50 > EOP Effluent
lC25 > 100.0To Effluent

TDS TDS
tons/day

1.04229

Flow, MGD

0.50000
0.50000
0.50000
0.50000

Temp.

15.0
15.0
15.0
15.0

mg/l

All model numerical inputs, intermediate calculations, outputs and graphs are available for
discussion, inspection and copy at the Division of Water euality.

lX. Effluent Limitations

Current State water quality standards are required to be met under a variety of conditions íncluding
in-stream flows targeted to the 7-day, 1}-year low flow (R317-2-9).

Other conditions used in the modeling effort coíncide with the environmental conditions expected
at low stream flows.

Effluent Limitation for Flow based upon Water Quality Standards

ln-stream criteria of downstream segments will be met with an effluent flow maxímum value as follows:

Season Daily Average

0.500 MGD
0.500 McD
0.500 MGD
0.500 MGD

Flow Requirement or Loading Requirement
The calculations in this wasteload analysís utilize the maximum effluent discharge flow of 0.S MGD. lf the
discharger is allowed to have a flow greater than 0.5 MGD during 7Q10 conditions, and effluent limit
concentrations as indicated, then water quali$ standards will be violated. ln order to prevent this from occuring,
the permit writers must include the discharge flow limititation as indicated above, or, ínclude loadíng effluent
limits in the permit.

Effluent Limitation for whole Effluent roxicity (wET) based upon wET potícy

Effluent Toxicity will not occur in downstream segements if the values below are met.

WET Requirements [Acute]
IChronic]
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Utah Division of Water Quality
Salt Lake C¡ty, Utah

Effluent Limitation for Biologicat oxygen Demand (BoD) based upon water euatity
Standards or Regulations

ln-stream criteria of downstream segments for Dissolved Oxygen will be met with an effluent BOD
limitation as follows:

Season

Summer
Fall

Concentration

Effluent Limitation for Dissolved Orygen (DO) based upon Water Quatity Standards

ln-stream criteria of downstream segments for Dissolved Oxygen will be met with an effluent
D.O. limitation as follows:

Season Concentration

Winter
Spring

Summer
Fall
Wínter
Spring

Fall

Winter

25,0 mg/las BOD5
25.0 mg/las BOD5
25.0 mgll as BODS
25.0 mg/las BODS

104.2lbslday
104.2 lbs/day
104.2 lbs/day
104.2lbslday

Load

5.50
5.50
5.50
5.50

Effluent Limitatíon for Total Ammonia based upon water euality standards

ln-stream criteria of downstream segments for Total Ammonia will be met with an effluent
limitation (expressed as TotalAmmonia as N)as follows:

Season
Goncentration

Summer 4 Day Avg. - Chroníc
1 Hour Avg. - Acute
4 Day Avg. - Chronic
1 HourAvg. -Acute
4 Day Avg. - Chronic
1 Hour Avg. - Acute
4 Day Avg. - Chronic
1 Hour Avg, - Acute

2.6 mg/las N

8.6 mg/las N
2.6 mg/las N
8.6 mg/las N

2.6 mg/las N
9.3 mg/las N
2.6 mg/las N

8.6 mg/las N

lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day

10.9
36.0
10.9
36.0
10.9
38.8
10.9
36.0

Spring

Acute limít calculated with an Acute Zone of lnitial Dilution (ZtD) to be equal to 100.%.
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Utah Division of Water Quality
Salt Lake Gity, Utah

Effluent Limitation for Total Residual Chlorine based upon Water Quality Standards

ln-stream criteria of downstream segments for Total Residual Chlorine will be met with an effluent
limitation as follows:

Season

Summer 4 Day Avg. - Chronic
1 Hour Avg. - Acute

Fall 4 Day Avg. - Chronic
1 HourAvg. - Acute

Winter 4 Day Avg. - Chronic
1 Hour Avg. - Acute

Spring 4 Day Avg. - Chronic
1 HourAvg. - Acute

Concentration Load

Effluent Limitations for Total Dissolved Solids based upon Water Quality Standards

Season Goncentration

0.011
0.019
0.011
0.019
0.011
0.019
0.011
0.019

3000.0
3000.0
3000.0
3000.0

mg/l
mg/l
mg/l
mg/l
mg/l
mg/l
mg/l
mg/l

0.05
0.08
0.05
0.08
0.05
0.08
0.00
0.00

lbslday
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbVday
lbs/day
lbs/day

Load

Summer
Fall
Winter
Spring '

6.25
6.25
6.25
6.25

tonsiday
tons/day
tons/day
tons/day

Maximum, Acute
Maximum, Acute
Maximum, Acute
4 Day Avg. - Chronic

mg/l
mg/l
mgll
mg/l

colorado salinity Forum Limits Determined by permitting section

Effluent Limitatlons for Total Recoverable Metals based upon
Water Quality Standards

ln-stream critería of downstream segments for Dissolved Metals will be met with an effluent
Iimitation as follows (based upon a hardness of 300 mg/l):

4 Day Average
Concentration Load

N/A
0.5 lbs/day
0.0 lbs/day
0.6 lbs/day
0.0 lbs/day
0.1 lbs/day
N/A
0.0 lbs/day
0.0 lbs/day
0.4 lbs/day
0.0 lbs/day
N/A lbs/day

I Hour Average
Concentration Load

Aluminum"
Arsenic*

Cadmium
Chromium lll

Chromíum Vl*
Copper

lron*
Lead

Mercury"
Nickel

Selenium*
Silver

N/A
190.00 ug/l

0.61 ug/l
211.92 uglt
'11.00 ug/l
23.85 ug/l

N/A
12.88 ugll
0.01 ug/l

132.'13 ugll
4.60 ugll
N/A ug/l

750.0
340.0

6.5
4,433.8

16.0
39.4

1,000.0
330.6

2.4
1,188.5

20.0
25.O

3.1 lbs/day
1.4 lbs/day
0.0 lbs/day

18.5 lbs/day
0.1 lbslday
0.2 lbs/day
4.2lbslday
1.4 lbs/day
0,0 lbs/day
5.0 lbs/day
0.1 lbs/day
0.1 lbs/day

ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
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Zinc
Cyanide"

"Limits for these metals are based on the dissolved standard

Effluent Limitations for Heat/Temperature based upon
Water Quality Standards

Utah Division of Water Quality
Salt Lake Gity, Utah

0.8 lbs/day
0.0 lbs/day

71.6 Deg. F
57.2 Deg. F
44.6 Deg. F
57.2 Deg. F

303.94
5.20

22.

4 Day Average
Goncentration

303.9
22.0

I Hour Average
Concentration

ug/l
ug/l

ug/l
ug/l

1.3 lbs/day
0.1 lbslday

Summer
Fall

Winter
Spring

c.
c,
c.
c.

Deg
Deg
Deg
Deg

0
0

0

4.

7.0
4.1

Effluent Limitations for Organics [Pesticidesl
Based upon Water Quality Standards

ln-stream criteria of downstream segments for Organics [pesticides]
will be met with an effluent limit as follows:

4.30E-03 ug/l
1.00E-03 ug/l
1.90E43 ug/l
5.60E-02 ug/l
2.30E-03 ug/l
0.00E+00 ug/l
3.80E-03 ug/l
8.00E-02 ug/l
0.00E+00 ug/l
0.00E+0Q t¡g/¡
0.00E+00 ug/l
1.408-02 ugll
1.30E+01 ug/l
2.00E-04 ug/l

Load

1.798-02 lbs/day
417F.-03lbs/day
7.92E-03 lbs/day
2.33E-01 lbs/day
9,59E-03 lbs/day
0.00E+00 tbs/day
1.58E-02 lbs/day
3,34E-01 lbs/day
0.00E+00 lbs/day
0.00E+00 lbs/day
0.00E+00 lbs/day
5.848-02lbs/day
5.428+01 lbs/day
8.34E-04 lbs/day

9.69E-03 lbs/day
7.758-03 lbs/day
3.55E-03 lbs/day
8.08E-03 lbs/day
7.118-44 lbs/day
5.82E-04lbs/day
6.46E-05 lbs/day
1.68E-03 lbsiday
6.46E-03 lbs/day
1.948-04lbs/day
6.46E-05 lbs/day
2.58E-04 lbs/day
1.29E-02lbs/day
1.298-01 lbs/day
4.728-03lbs/day

Load

Aldrin
Chlordane
DDT, DDE

Dieldrin
Endosulfan

Endrin
Guthion

Heptachlor
Lindane

Methoxychlor
Mirex

Parathion
PCB's

Pentachlorophenol
Toxephene

1.5E+00
1.2E+00
5.5E-01
1.3E+00
1.1E-01
9.0E-02
1.0E-02
2.6E-01
1.0E+00
3.0E-02
1.0E-02
4.08-02
2.0E+00
2.0E+01
7.3E-01

ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
ug/l
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Utah Division of Water Quality
Salt Lake C¡ty, Utah

Effluent Targets for Pollution lndicators
Based upon Water Quality Standards

ln-stream criteria of downstream segments for Pollution lndícators
will be met with an effluent limit as follows:

Gross Beta (pCi/l)
BOD (mg/l)
Nitrates as N
Total Phosphorus as P
TotalSuspended Solids

1 Hour Average
Concentratíon Loading

50.0 pCilL
5,0 mg/l
4.0 mg/l

0.05 mg/l
90.0 mg/l

Note: Pollution indicator targets are for information purposes only

Effluent Limitations for Protection of Human Health [Toxics Rulef
Based upon Watcr Quality Standards (Most stringent of lG or 3A & 38 as appropriate.)

ln-stream criteria of downstream segments for Protection of Human Health [Toxics]
will be met with an effluent limit as follows:

Maximum Goncentration
Goncentration Load

Toxic Organics
Acenaphthene
Acrolein
Acrylonitrile
Benzene
Benzidine
Carbon tetrachloride
Chlorobenzene
1,2, 4 --l richloro b enze ne
Hexachlorobenzene
1,2-Ðichloroethane
1, 1, 1-Trichloroethane
Hexachloroethane
1,1-Dichloroethane
1, 1,2-Trichloroethane
1,1,2,2-T elrachl oroethane
Chloroethane
Bis(2-chloroethyl) ether
2-Chloroethyl vinyl ether
2-Chloronaphthalene
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol
p-Chloro-m-cresol
Chloroform (HM)
2-Chlorophenol
1 ,2-Dichlorobenzene
1,3-Dichlorobenzene

8.90E+00 ug/l 3.718-02lbs/day

1.408+00 ug/l 5.84E-03 lbs/day

2.70E+Q$ ug¡
7.80E+02 ug/l
6.60E-01 ug/l
7.10E+01 ug/l

ug/l
4.40E+00 ug/t

2.10E+04 ug/l

7.708-04 ugll
9.90E+0'l ug/l

4.20E+01 ug¡t
1.10E+01 ug/l

4.30E+03 ug/l
6.50E+QQ ug¡

4.70E+02 ugll
4.00E+Ql ¡97¡

1.708+04 ugll
2.60E+03 ug/l

20.9 lbs/day
16.7 lbs/day
0.2 lbs/day

376.0 lbs/day

1.13E+01 lbs/day
3.25E+00 lbs/day
2.75E-A3lbs/day
2.96E-01 lbs/day

lbs/day
1.83E-02 lbs/day

8.76E+0t lbs/day

3,21E-06 lbs/day
4.13E-01 lbs/day

1.758-01 lbs/day
4.598-A2lbs/day

1.79E+01 lbs/day
2.718-02lbs/day

1.96E+00 lbs/day
1.67E+00 tbs/day
7.09E+01 lbs/day
1.08E+01 lbsiday
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Utah Division of Water Quality
Salt Lake City, Utah

1,4-Dichlorobenzene
3, 3'-Dich lorobenzidine
1,1-Dichloroethylene
1, 2-trans-Dichloroethyle ne 1

2,4-Dichlorophenol
1,2-Dichloropropane
1, 3-Dichf oropropylene
2,4-Dimethylphenol
2,4-Dinitrotoluene
2,6-Dinitrotoluene
1,2-Diphenylhydrazine
Ethylbenzene
Fluoranthene
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl) ether
Bis(2-ch loroethoxy) methane
Methylene chloride (HM)
Methyl chloride (HM)
Methylbromide (HM)
Bromoform (HM)
Dichlorobromomethane( H M)
Chlorodibromomethane (HM)
Hexach lorocyclopentad ¡ene
lsophorone
Naphthalene
Nitrobenzene
2-Nitrophenol
4-Nitrophenol
2,4-Dinitrophenol
4,6-Dinitro-o-cresol
N-Nitrosod imethylam íne
N-N itrosod iphenylam ine
N-Nitrosodi-n-propylam ine
Pentachlorophenol
Phenol
Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate
Butyl benzyl phthalate
Di-n-butyl phthalate
Di-n-ocgl phthlate
Diethyl phthalate
Dimethyl phthlate
Benzo(a)anthracene (PAH)
Benzo(a)pyrene (PAH)
Benzo(b)fluoranthene (PAH)
Benzo(k)fluoranthene (PAH)
Chrysene (PAH)
Acenaphthylene (PAH)
Anthracene (PAH)
Dibenzo(a, h)anthracene (PAH)
lndeno(1,2, 3-cd)pyrene ( PAH)

2.60E+Q$ LrgT¡

7.708-02 ugll
3.20E+00 ug/l

7.90E+02 ugil
3.90E+01 ug/l
1.70E+03 ug/l
2.30E+03 ug/l
9.10E+00 ug/l

5.40E-01 ug/l
2.90E+04 ug/t
3.70E+02 ug/l

1.70E+05 ug/l

1.60E+03 ug/l

3.ô0E+02 ug/l
2.248+01 ugll
3.40E+01 ug/l
1.70E+04 ug/t
6.00E+02 ug/l

1.40E+04 ugll
7.65E+02 ug/l
8.1OE+QQ ¡g¡
1.60E+01 ug/t
1.40Et00 ug/l
8.20E+QQ ug¡
4.60E+Q$ t¡g¡¡

5.90E+00 ug/l
5.20E+Ql ug¡
1.20E+Q{ ug/¡

1.08E+01 tbs/day
3.21F-04lbslday
1.33E-02 lbs/day

3.29E+00 lbs/day
1.63E-01 lbs/day

7.09E+00 lbs/day
9.59E+00 lbs/day
3.798-A2lbs/day

2.258-03lbs/day
1.21E+02lbs/day
1.54E+00 lbs/day

7.098+02 tbs/day

6.67E+00 lbs/day

1.50E+00 lbs/day
9.178-02lbs/day
1.42E-01 lbs/day

7.09E+01 lbs/day
2.50E+00 lbs/day

5.84E+01 lbs/day
3.19E+OO lbs/day
3.388-02 lbs/day
6.67E-02 lbs/day
5.84E-03 lbs/day
3.42E-02lbslday
1.928+04 lbs/day
2.468-02lbslday

2.17.tr+01 tbs/day
5.00E+01 lbs/day

5.00E+02 lbs/day
1.218+04 lbs/day
1.29F-04lbs/day
1.298-04 lbs/day
1.298-04lbs/day
1.29E-04lbs1day
1.29E-04 lbs/day

1.298-04 lbs/day
1.298-04 lbs/day

1.90E+Ql ug/l 7.928+00 lbs/day

1.20E+05 ug/l
2.90E+06 ugll
3.10E-02 ug/l
3.10E-02 ug/l
3,10E-02 ug/l
3.10E-02 ug/l
3.10E-02 ug/l

3.'10E-02 ug/l
3.10E-02 ug/l
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Utah Division of Water Quality
Salt Lake City, Utah

Pyrene (PAH)
Tetrachloroethylene
Toluene
Trichloroethylene
Vinylchloride

Pesticides
Aldrin
Dieldrin
Chlordane
4,4'-DDT
4,4'-DDE
4,4'-DDD
alpha-Endosulfan
beta-Endosulfan
Endosulfan sulfate
Endrin
Endrin aldehyde
Heptachlor
Heptachlor epoxide

PGB's
PCB 1242 (Arochlor 1242)
PCB-1254 (Arochlor 1254)
PCB-1221 (Arochlor 1221 )
P CB-1232 (Aroch lor 1 232)
PCB-1248 (Arochlor 1248)
PCB-1260 (Arochlor 1260)
PCB-1 016 (Arochlor 1 016)

Pesticide
Toxaphene

1.10E+04 ug/l
8.90E+00 ug/l
2.00E+05 ug/l
8.10E+01 ug/l
5.25E+02 ug/t

4.59E+01 lbs/day
3.718-02lbs/day
8.34E+02 lbs/day
3.38E-01 lbs/day
2.19E+00 lbsiday

5.84E-07 lbs/day
5.848-07 lbs/day
2.46E-06 lbs/day
2.46E-06 lbs/day
2.46E-06 lbslday
3.50E-06 lbs/day
8.34E-03 lbslday
8.34E-03 lbs/day
8.34E-03 lbs/day
3.38E-03 lbs/day
3.38E-03 lbs/day
8.76E-07 lbs/day

1.888-07 lbs/day
1.88E-07 lbslday
1.BBE-07 lbs/day
1.88E-07 lbs/day
1.88E-07 lbs/day
1.88E-07 lbs/day
1.88E-07 lbs/day

1.40E-04 ug/l
1.408-04'ugll
5.90E-04 ug/l
5.90E-04 ug/l
5.90E"04 ug/l
8.40E-04 ug/l
2.00E+00 ug/l
2.00E+Qg ug¡
2.00E+00 ugll
8.10E-01 ug/l
8.108-01 ug/l
21AE-04 ugll

4.50E-05 ug/l
4.50E-05 ug/l
4.50E-05 ug/l
4.50E-05 ug/l
4.50E-05 ug/l
4.50E-05 ug/l
4.50E-05 ug/l

Metals
Antimony
Arsenic
Asbestos
Beryllium
Gadmium
Chromium (lll)
Chromium (Vl)
Copper
Cyanide
Lead
Mercury
Nickel
Selenium
Silver
Thallium
Zinc

7.50E-04 ug/l 3.13E-06 lbs/day

lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day

lbs/day
lbs/day

lbs/day
lbs/day

ug/l
ug/l
ug/l

ugil
ug/l

ug/l
ug/l

ug/l
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Utah Division of Water Quality
Salt Lake City, Utah

Dioxin
Dioxín (2,3,7,8-TCDD)

Metals Effluent Limitations for Protection of All Beneficial Uses
Based upon Water Quality Standards and Toxics Rute

1.40E-08 ug/l 5,84E-11 lbs/day

Aluminum
Antimony

Arsenic
Barium

Beryllium
Cadmium

Chromium (lll)
Chromium (Vl)

Copper
Cyanide

lron
Lead

Mercury
Nickel

Selenium
Silver

Thallium
Zinc

Boron

Class 4
Acute

Agricultural
ug/l

Glass 3

Acute
Aquatic
Wildllfe

ug/l
750.0

Acute
Toxics

Drinking
Water
Source

ug/l

Acute
Toxics
Wildlife

ug/l

4300.1

0.15
4600.'1

6.3

WLA Chronic
ug/l

N/A

190.0

0.6
212
11.0
23.9

1G Acute
Health
Criteria

ug/l

0.0

Acute
Most

Stringent
ug/l

750.0
4300.1

100.0
0.0
0.0
6.5

4433.8
16.00
39.4
22.0

1000.0
100.0

0.15
1 188.5

20.0
25.0

6.3
303.9
750.0

Glass 3
Chronic
Aquatic
Wildlife

ug/l
N/A

100.0 340.0

10.0

0.0
0.0

190.0

0.6
211.9
11.00
23.9

5.2

12.9
0.012
132.1

4.6

303.9

100.0
200.0

100.0

50.0

750.0

6.5
4433.8

16.0
39.4
22.0

1000.0
330.6
2.40

1188.5
20.0
25.0

220002.8

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

Summary Effluent Limitations for Metals [Wasteload Altocation, TMDLI
[lf Acute is more strÍngent than Chronic, then the Chronic takes on the Acute value.]

Aluminum
Antimony

Arsenic
Asbestos

Barium
Beryllium

Cadmium
Chromium (lll)
Chromium (Vl)

Copper

303.9

WLA Acute
ug/l

750.0
4300.06

100.0
0.00E+00

6.5
4433.8

16.0
39.4

Acute Controls
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Utah Division of Water Quality
Salt Lake City, Utah

Cyanide
lron

Lead
Mercury

Nickel
Selenium

Silver
Thallium

Zinc
Boron

22.0
1000.0

100.0
0.150

1188.5
20.0
25.0
6.3

303.9
750.01

5.2

303.9

12.9
0.012

132
4.6
N/A

Other Effluent Limitations are based upon R317-1.
E. coli 126.0 organisms per 100 ml

X. Antidegradation Considerations

The Utah Antidegradation Policy allows for degradation of existing quality where it is determined
that such lowering of water quality is necessary to accommodate important economic or social
development in the area in which the waters are protected tR317-2-31. lt has been determíned that
certain chemical parameters introduced by this discharge will cause an increase of the concentration of
said parameters in the receiving waters. Under no conditions will the íncrease in concentration be
allowed to interfere with existing instream water uses.

The antidegradation rules and procedures allow for modification of effluent limits less than those based
shictly upon mass balance equations utilizing 100% of the assimilatÍve capacity of the receiving water.
Additional factors include considerations for "Blue-ribbon" fisheries, special recreational areas,
threatened'and endangered species, and drinking water sources.

An Antidegradation Level I Review was conducted on this discharge and its effect on the
receiving water. Based upon that review, it has been determined that an
Antidegradation Level ll Review is not required. Basic renewal, no increase in effluent flow or concentrat¡on

Xl. Golorado River Salinity Forum Gonsiderations

Discharges in the Colorado River Basin are required to have their discharge at a TDS loading
of less than 1.00 tons/day unless certain exemptions apply. Refer to the Forum's Guidelínes
for additional ínformation allowing for an exceedence of this value.

Xll. Summary Gomments

The mathematical rllodeling and best professlonaljudgement indicate that violations of receiving
water beneficial uses with their associated water quality standards, includlng important down-
stream segments, will not occur for the evaluated parameters of concern as discussed above if the
effluent limitations indicated above are met.

Page 17



Utah Division of Water Quality
Salt Lake City, Utah

Xlll. Notice of UPDES Requirement

This Addendum to the Statement of Basis does not authorize any entity or party to discharge to the
waters of the State of Utah. That authority is granted through a UPDES permit issued by the Utah
Division of Water Quality. The numbers presented here may be changed as a function of other
factors. Dischargers are stiongly urged to contact the Permits Section for further information.
Permit writers may utilize other information to adjust these limits and/or to determine other limits
based upon best available technology and other considerations provided that the values in this
wasteload analysis ITMDL] are not compromised. See special provisions in Utah Water eualiÇ
Standards for adjustments in the Total Dissolved Solids values based upon background concentration.

XlV. TMDL Requlrements

Soldier Creek Mine discharges to Soldier Creek which is a kibutary of the Príce River. This segment
of the Price River is 303(d) listed total dissolved solids (TDS). A TMDL was completed for this portion of the price
River on August 4,2004. No load allocation was indicated for Soldier Creek Mine. This segment of the price River has a site

has a site specific standard of 3000 mg/|.

*Calculation based on limited flow and concentration data
llday llday ilday ltday
0.000 0.000 4.000 1.596

BENTHIC
DEMAND
(soD)20

gmlm2lday
1.000

K1

CBOD

{theta}
1.0

BENTHIC
DEMAND

(soD)r
gmlm2lday

0.284

K2
Reaer.

{theta}
1.0

K3
NH3

{theta}
1.'l

,K4
Open

{theta}
1.0

llday
0.000

,K5
NH3 Loss

{theta}
1.0

llday
0.000

K6
NO2+3

{theta}
1.0

llday
32.000

K(Ct)
TRC

itheta)
1.1

llday
9.979

S
Benthic

{theta}
1.1
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Utah Division of Water Quality
Salt Lake City, Utah

Antideqredation Review

An antidegradation review (ADR) was conducted to determine whether the proposed activity complies with the
eppllcâble ant¡degradation requlrements for receiving waterc that may be affected. The Levet I ADR evaluated
the criteria of R3l7-2-3.5(b) and determined that the proposed discharge will not require a Level lt Antidegradation
Review. The Proposed permit is a simple renewal. No increase in effluent flow or concentration.
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Antidegradation Review Form

Part A: Applicant Information

Na¡ne: Soldier Canyon Mine

Facility Owner: Canyon Fuel Cornpany, LLC

Location: 13 Miles NorthE¿rst of Wellington

Form David G llman

Outfall Number: 001,002 & 003 I

Water: Soldier Creek

What Are the Designated Uses of the Receiving Water (R317-2-6)?
Dr¡mestic Water Supply: None
Recreation: 2B - Secondary Contact
Aquatic Life: 3C - Nongame Fish
Agricultural Watcr Supply: 4
Great Salt Lake: None

ry of Receiving Water (R3f 7-2-3.2,-3.3, and -3.4 3

UPDES Permit Number applicable : UT0023680

Effluent Florv Reviewed:
, this should be thc rnaxinrum at the ofthe facility.

What is the application for? lcheck all that applv)

t A UPDES permit for a new facility, project, or outfall

u

should be notc¡l.

A UPDES permit renewal rvith an expansion or modification of an existing
w¿stewater treatment works.

A UPDES permit renewal requiring limits for a pollutant not covered by the
previous permit andlor an increase to existing permit limits.

X A UPDES pennit renewal with no changes in facility operations.

I



Part B. Is a Level II ADR required?
This section of the form is intended to help applicants determíne if a Level II ADR is
requiredþr speci,fìc permitted actívities. In addition, the Executive Secretary may
requíre a [.evel II ADRþr an actívity vvith the potentialþr major impact on the quality
of waters af the state (R317-2-3.5a.1).

Bl. 'l'he receiving water or downstream water is a Cl¡ss lC drinking water source.

n yes A Level II ADR is required (Proceed to Part C of the Form)

M U^ lÞ.nraarl fn Þarl Etl nf rha F^mlf¿_)f ^ru .v1...,

82. The UPDES permit is new or is being renewcd and the proposed effluent
conccntration and loading limits rre higher than the concentration and loading
limits in the previous permit and any previous antidegradation review(s).

I yes (Proceed to Part B3 of the Form)

X Xo No Level tt ADR is requircd and there is no need to proceed further with
review questions.

83. Will any pollutants use assimilative capacity of the receiving water, i.e. do the
pollutant concentrations in the effluent exceed those in the receivÍng waters at
critical conditions? For most pollutants, cffluent concentr¡tions that are higher than
the ambient concentrations require an antidcgradation review? For s few
pollutants such as dissolved oxygen, an antidegradation review is required Íf the
effluent concentrations âre less than the ambient concentrations in the receiving
watcr. (Section 3.3.3 of Implementation Guidance)

I Y"* (Proceed to Part 84 of the Form)

Ü No No Level II ADR is required and there is no need to proceed further with
¡eviey{._q!ggtiorc.

2



84. Are watcr quality impacts of the proposed project temporary and limited
(Section 3.3.4 of Implementation Guidance)? Proposed projccts that will have
temporary and lirnited effeots on water quality can be exempted from a Level ll ADR.

fl Yes ldcntify the reasons used to justify this determination in Part 84. I and procccd
to Part C. No Lcvel II ADR is required.

fl No A Level II ADR is required (Procccd to Part C)

84.1 Complctc this question only if the applicant is requesting a Level II review
exclusÍon for temporary and limited projects (see R3l7-2-3.5(bX3) and R3l7-2-
3.5(bX4). I,'or projects requesting a temporary and lirnited exclusion please
indicate the factor(s) used to justify this determination (chcck all that apply and
provide dctails as appropriate) (Section 3.3.4 of Implementation GuÍdance):

n Water quality impacts will be temporary and relatcd exclusively to sediment or
turbidity and fish spawning will not be impaired.

Factors to bc considered in determining whether rvater quality impacts will be
temporary and lÍmited:
a) The length of time during rvhich water quality will bc lowered
b) The percent change
c) Pollutants affected:
d) Likelihood for long-term water quality benefits:
e) Potential for any residual long-term influences on existing uses:
f) Impairment of fish survival and development of aquatic fauna cxcluding

fish removal efforts:

Additional justilìcation, as needed:

in ambient concentrations ofpollutants:

3



Level II ADR
Part Cl, D, E, and F oJ'theþrm conslitule the Level II ADR Review. The applicant must

provide as much detail as necessory Jor DWQ to per.form the antidegradation review.

Questions are provided for the convenience of applicunls; however, þr more complex
permits it may be more effectíve to provide the required information in a separate report.

Applicants that prefer a separate report shotild record the reporf nanrc here and proceed
to Part G of the form.

Optional Report Name:

Part C. Is the degradation from the project socially and economically
necessary to accommodate important social or economic development in
the area in which the waters are located? The applicant must provide as much

detail as necessaryþr DlltQ to concur that the prrlecl ís socially and economically
necessary when answering the queslions ín this section. More inþrmation is available ín
Sectíon 6.2 of the Implementation Guidance.

Cl. Describe the soci¡l and economic benefits that would be realized through the
proposed project, including the number and nrturc of jobs crc¡tcd and onticipnted
tax revenues.

C2. Describe any environmentrl benefits to be realized through implementation of
the proposed project.

C3. Describe any social and economic losses that may result from the project,
including impacts to recreation or commercial dcvclopment.

C4. Summ*ize any supporting information from the ¡ffected communities on
preserving assimilative capacity to support futurc growth and development.

C5. Please describe any structures or equipment a¡socfated with the project that
will be placed within or adjacent to the receiving rvater.

4



Part D. Identify and r¡nk (from increasing to decreasing potential
threat to designated uses) the parameters of concern, Parameters of
concern are parameters in the efiluent ul concentrations greater than ambient
concentrations ín the receiving water. The applicant is responsible for identifying
parameler concentratíons in the efrluent and DWQ wíll provide parameter
concentrations þr the receiving water. More informatíon is available ín Section 3.3.3 of
t he Implemenlation Guidance.

Parameters of Concern:

Rank Pollutant

Pollutants Evaluated that are not Considered Parameters of Concern:

I

4

2

3

5

Ambient
Concentr¡tion

Eflluent
Concentration

Pollutant Ambient
Concentr¡tion

Effluent
Concentration Justification

5



Part E. Alternative Analysis Requirements of a Level II
Antidegradation Review. Level II ADRs require the applicanî to determine
whether there are feasib[e less-degrading alternatives to the proposed project. More
inþrmation is available in Section 5.5 and 5.6 of the Implementation Guidance.

81. The I-IPDES permit is being renewed without any changes to flow or
concentrations. Alternativc treatment and discharge options including changes to
opcrntions nnd m¡intcntncc wcrc considcred and compared to the current
processes. No economically feasible treatnrcnt or discharge alternatives were
identifìed that were not previously considered for any previous antidegradation
review(s).

f, Yes (Proceed to Part F)

Ü No or Does Not Appty (Proceed to E2)

E2. Àttach as an appendix to this form a report that describes the following factors
for all alternative treatment options (see l) a technical description of the treatment
process, including construction costs and continued operation and maintenance
expenses, 2) the rnass and concentration of discharge constitucnts, nnd 3) a
description of the reliability of the system, including the frequency where recurring
operation and m¡intenance may lead to temporary increases in discharged
pollutants. Most of this information is typically available from a Facility Plan, if
rvailable.

Report Name:

83. Dcscribe the proposed mcthod and cost of the baseline treatment altcrnatiye.
Thc baselinc treatment alternative ís the minÍmum treatmenl required to mect
water quality based eflluent limits OVQBEL) as determined by the preliminary or
final wasteload analysis (WLA) and any secondary or categorical effluent limits.

6



84. Were any of the following alternatives feasible and affordable?

Alternative
Pollutant

85. From the applicant's perspective, what is the preferred treatment option?

86, Is the preferred option also the least polluting feasible alternative?

fl ves

fl xo

If no, what were less degrading feasibte alternative(s)?

If no, provide a summary of the justification for not sclecting the least
polluting feasible alternative and if approprlate, provide a more detalled
justification as an attschment.

7

Fe¡sible Re¡son Not Feasible/Affordable
Yes

Water Reoyclins/Reuse Yes
land Application Yes

YesConnection to Other Facilities
Upgrade to Existins Facilitv Yes
Total Containment Yes

YesImproved O&M of Existins Systcms
Seasonal or Controlled Discharse Ycs
New Construction Yes
No Discharge Yes



Part F. Optíonal Information

Fl. Docs the applicant want to conduct optional public review(s) in addition to the
mandatory public review? Level II ADRs are public noticed for a thirty day
comment period. More information is avail¡ble in Section 3.7.1 of the
Implementation Guid¡nce.

Ixo
fJ Yes

F2. Does the projcct include an optional mitigation plan to compensate for the
proposed water quality degradation?

üno
fl Yes

Report Nnme:

I



Part G. Certification of Antidegradation Review

Gl. Apnlicant Çertification

Theþrm should be signed by the sdme responsible person who signed the accompanying
p ermit app I i cat ion or cer tífi ca t ion.

Based on my inquiry of the person(s) who manage thc system or those pcrsons dircctly
responsible for gathering thc information, the information in this form and associated
doçumcnts is, to the best of my knowledge and beliefi true, accurate, and complete.

Print Name ll*,o.-.
Signature

G2. D\ilO Aooroval

To the bcst of my knowledge, the ADR was conducted in accordance with the rulcs and
regulations outlincd in UAC R-317-2-3.

Water Quality Management Section

Print Name:

Signature:_

Datc:

()




